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SIX FACTORS OR CATEGORIES OF COLLEGE CHARACTERISTICS
WERE COMPUTED FOR 581 ACCREDITED JUNIOR COLLEGES. WHEN THESE
INSTITUTIONS WERE CLASSIFIED AND ANALYZED BY GEOGRAPHICAL
REGION, SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND AMONG REGIONS ON
ALL SIX FACTORS. ON THE CULTURAL AFFLUENCE OR PRIVATE CONTROL
FACTOR, THE MAIN TREND SEEMS TO BE FOR COLLEGES IN THE GREAT
LARES STATES AND IN THE FAR WEST TO BE LOWER THAN COLLEGES IN
OTHER REGIONS. THE MAJOR TREND ON THE SIZE FACTOR IS FOR
COLLEGES IN THE FAR WEST TO BE LARGER. ON THE AGE OR .
CONVENTIONALISM FACTOR, COLLEGES IN THE SOUTHEAST, SOUTHWEST
AND ROCKIES, AND THE PLAINS STATES ARE KIGH WHILE COLLEGES IN
THE FAR WEST ARE LOW.. ON TRANSFER EMPHASIS, COLLEGES IN NEW
ENGLAND- AND IN THE MIDEAST ARE EXTREMELY LoW, WITH FEW
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG OTHER REGIONS. THE MAJOR TREND
ON THE BUSINESS ORIENTATION, OR HIGH COST FACTOR IS FOR
COLLEGES IN NEW ENGLAND, THE MIDEAST, AND THE GREAT LAKES ToO
BE MUCH HIGHER THAN COLLEGES IN OTHER REGIONS. ESTIMATED
FACTOR SCORES FOR EACH OF THE 581 JUNIOR COLLEGES ARE GIVEN.,
THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY HAVE IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH,
COUNSELING, AMD JUNIOR COLLEGE PLANNING. (HS)
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Summary

This study examines the geographical distribution of various
junior college characteristics. Scores for six factors or categories
of college characteristics, identified in earlier ACT research, were
computed for each of 581 accredited junior colleges. When these
junior colleges werz classified and analyzed by geographical region,
significant differences were found among regions on all six factors--

Culiural Affluence (or Private Control), Technological Specialization,

Size, Age (or Conventionalism), Transfer Emphasis, and Business
Orientation (or High Cost). The regional differences are discussed
and implications are suggested for research and counseling as well

as for junior college planning.
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Regional Differences in Junior Colleges
James M. Richards, Jr.
Leonard P. Rand

Lorraine M. Rand

The junior college is a large and important segment of higher edu-
cation in the United States, and it shows signs of becoming the largest
and, in some respects, the most important. The increasing importance
of junior colleges emphasizes the need for comprehensive information
about these institutions. The interests of studeats, of colleges; and of
society demand that plans for the future growth of junior colleges be as
rational as possible, and based on accurate knowledge about such
colleges.

The purpose of the present study is to examine the geographical
distribution of various junior college characteristics. Such information
may provide clues to the influences that mold and shape the structures
of junior colieges, and to the major adaptive responses of the college
as an organization. More important, it may provide illuminating infor-
mation about the alternatives for the orderly development of junior
colleges.

The basis for this research is the study by Richards, Rand, and
Rand (1965) of junior college environments, in which 36 different char-
acteristics of junior colleges were identified. Through use of factor

analysis, the complex relationships among these 36 college characteristics
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were reduced to a limited number of categories that can be interpreted
in terms of their underlying nature.

Six such categories, or factors, were obtained and given names
which seemed to reflect their general meaning. These factors were
Cultural Affluence, Technological Specialization, Size, Age, Transfer
Emphasis, and Business Orientation. These factors organize the infor-
mation currently available about junior colleges into a brief profile.
This brief profile can be used to characterize individual junior colleges
or groups of junior colleges. In the present study, the profile was used
to describe junior colleges grouped according to their location.

Method

Tk stimation of Factor Scores. Using the data in American Jjunior

Colleges (Gleazer, 1963), the first step in the present research was to
estimate six factor scores for each of 581 accredited junior colleges.
For each factor, three or four variables with high loadings on that factor
and low loadings on all other factors were selected. Each variable was
used in estimating only a single factor. Using the Doolittle procedure,
multiple correlations were computed between variables and factors.

The factor loadings served as validity coefficients; i.e., as the corre-

lations between variables and factors. The variables chosen to repre-
sent each factor, the beta weight for each variable, and the multiple

correlation between each group of variables and the corresponding factor

are shown in Table 1. ]
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Table 1

Institutional Variables, Beta Weights, and Multiple Correlations

for Estimating Factor Scores for Junior Colleges

Factor Factor
Lioading

Cultural Affluence (multiple correlation
with factor = , 85)
. Relative Library Size .69
. % of Foreign Students .64
. Faculty/Student Ratio .50
. Private vs. Public Control .47

Technological Specialization (R = . 83)
1. Realistic Orientation .73
2. Technological Emphasis .67
3. % of Males in the Student Body .64

Q-:no lD - QG\
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1 . T(ltal Eu..:. u.L.!..u.lcuL . 83

2. Variety of Curriculum .66
3. Library Size .67

Age (R = .87)
1. Age .67
2. % of Facutly which is Full-Time .60
3. % of Part-Time Students .64

Transfer Emphasis (R = . 89)
1, Teacher Training Emphasis .68
2. % of Graduates going to
Four-Year Colleges .60
3. Liberal Arts Emphasis .49

Business Orientation (R = , 82)
1. Enterprising Orientation .57
2. % of Facutly with Doctoral Degree .53
3. Tuition .49

from these beta weights, and was used to estimate a scaled factor score

i
The multiple regression formula for each factor was determined J
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(with mean = 50 and standard deviation = 10) for each college. In com-
puting the estimated factor scores, the mean was substituted for a missing
score on any variable. Inspection of the score distributions suggested,
however, that a normalizing transformation would be desirable, and
that the precision of the factor scores would justify only a small range
of transformed scores. Accordingly, the estimated factor scores were
converted to stanines (Guilford, 1952, p. 503), 1 which are normalized
standard scores with a mean of 5 and a standard deviation of 1.96.

Reinterprectation of Factors. Inspection of the high-scoring and

T

low-scoring colleges on each factor suggested that ihe interpretation of
three of the six factors should be modified. The fact that the factor

scores suggested reinterpretation of some factors confirms the conclu-

sion that this factor solution should be considered only a first approxi-

mation to the ordering of complex phenomena, and that the titles given
the factors should not be taken too literally.

First, on the Cultural Affluence factor, colleges which traditionally

have been considered highly affluent (Pine Manor, Gulf Park, etc.) do,
for the most part, have high scores on this factor. There are also many
colleges which have high scores which could not be considered affluent

by any reasonable criterion. These colleges are typically very small

1A Xerox copy of the table showing the stanine score for each col-
lege on each factor is available for $1 from the Research and Development
Division, American Coliege Testing Program, Box 168, Iowa City, Iowa
52240. Please remit payment with order. Make checks payable to:

American College Testing Program.
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colleges under private or religious control. Because many of the varia-
bles with high loadings on this factor were expressed in '"per-student"
terms, it is possible for a college with an extremely small library and
an extremely small faculty to obtain a high score on this factor if it also
has an extremely small student body. Moreover, public colleges with
generally larger student bodies tended to obtain low scores on this factor,
even those (such as Foothill) which appear quite affluent in the usual
sense of the word., A better title for this factor, therefore, might be

Private Control.

e

in the country. Several candidates for this distinction are mentioned.
Unfortunately, the leading candidates have an average score on this

factor which is only moderately high., This suggests that Conventionalism

might be a better title for this factor since age alone without more tra-
ditional characteristics of colleges such as a high proportion of full-time
faculty and full-time students, does not produce a high score.

Finally, the Business Orientation factor should be reinterpreted,

Specifically the Enterprising Orientation variable (the percent of stu-
dents specializing in such fields as business administration, marketing,
etc.) seems less important in producing a high score on this variable

than Tuition and the Percent of Faculty with Ph.D.'s. While these two

variables give some suggestion of affluence, such an interpretation would

be inconsistent with the low loadings on such variables as Endowment
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and Relative Library Size obtained in the earlier study of junior colleges
(Richards et al., 1965). Therefore, a better title for this factor might

be High Cost. 2

Analysis of Regional Differences. Sevenieen colleges of the origi-

nal 581 have become four-year colleges or have closed since American

Junior Colleges (Gleazer, 1963) was published. These 17 colleges were

excluded from the analysis of regional differences. The remaining 564
colleges were grouped into seven regions: New England, Mideast, Great

Lakes, Flains, Southeast, Southwest and Rocky Mountains, and Far West.

R -~

¢85 imcluded wn ihese regions are shown in Tablie 2.
Table 2
States included in Regiong for Study of Regional Differences

in Junior College Characteristics

New England includes:
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, Vermont

Mideast includes:

Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, New
York, Pennsylvania

Great Lakes includes:
Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, Wisconsin

Plains includes:

Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota,
South Dakota

21t should be noted, however, that Deep Springs College, which has
no tuition since all students receive full scholarships, obtained the highest
possible score {9) on this factor., This appears to be a result of a very
high proportion of Ph.D.'s on the faculty (3 of 6) combined with substi-
tuting the mean for the missing Enterprising Orientation score.




Table 2 (cont, )

Southeast includes:
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,

Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Virginia, West Virginia

Southwest and Rocky Mountains includes:

Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mezxico, Oklahoma,
Texas, Utah, Wyoming

Far West includes:
Alaska, California, Hawaii, Nevada, Oregon, Washington

The next step was to compute the mean and standard deviation

on each factor for each region and for the total sample. Results are sum-

marized in Tahla 2,

Table 3

Means and Standard Deviations of Junior College

Characteristics by Regions

Cultll Tech. Age Trsir, Busnis
Region Affl, Specl'n .Size (Conven- Emph. Orien,
(Pvt. tional - (High
Cont'l) ism) Cost)
New England
(N = 41)
Mean 5.56 4,07 4,07 5,02 3.54 7.17
S, D, 1.98 2,65 1.58 1,88 1.43 1.62
Mideast
(N = 80)
Mean 5,04 5.40 4,54 4,28 3.88 6.48
S.D, 1.96 2,47 1.59 1.94 2,05 1.48
Great Lakes
(N = 60)
Mean 4,30 5,55 5.33 4,22 5,32 5,58

S.D., 2.15 1,75 1.99 1,86 1.75 1.41
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Table 3 (cont.)

Cult'l Tech. Age Trsir. Busn's
Region Affl, Specl'n Size (Conven- Emph. Orien.
(Pvt. tional- (High
Cont'l) ism) Cost)
Plaias
(N = 74)
Mean 5.07 4,88 4,68 5. 80 5.66 3.95
S.D, 1.76 1.64 1.53 1.33 1.56 1.71
Southeast
(N = 134)
Mean 5.42 4.20 4.29 5.75 4.97 4,62
3. D, 1.68 1.86 1.59 1.95 1.77 1,71

Southwest &
Rocky Mountains

(N =177)
Mean 5.22 5.14 5.38 5.39 5.61 4,48
S.D. 1.81 1.43 1.64 1.64 1.67 1.53
Far West
(N = 98)
Mean 4.44 5.61 6.79 4, 02 4,83 4,17
S.D, 1.58 1.17 1.94 1.80 1.70 1.46
- Total
(N = 564)
Mean 5.01 4,67 5.05 4,98 4,90 4.99
S.D, .1.86 1.93 1.92 1.94 1.86 1.87

One could make a strong case for the proposition that the total
group of junior colleges for this study is the population, and that there-
fore statistical tests of the significance of differences are both unnecessary
and meaningless. There is also some doubt as to the appropriateness of
analyzing group differences on normalized scores using the same group

on which the transformation was based, since the between variance depends

on the within variance. Nevertheless, an objective way was needed for

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




deciding which differences will be considered important and for esti-

mating which differences are grec.2r than might be expected for groups

of the same size chosen at random from the total population of ju: . lor

colleges. Ther=fore, standard staiistical analyses were made of the

mean differences. A simple analysis of variance was computed across

the seven regions on each of the six variables., Results are shown in

Table 4.
Table 4
Analysis of Variance of Regional Differences
in Junior College Characteristics
M.S, for M.S, for
Factor Groups Errors F

Cultural Affluence

(Private Control) 16.89 3.32 5. 09k
Technological

Specialization 31.85 3.47 9, 18%%
Size 76.12 2.93 25, 98%*
Age (Conventionalism) 50. 87 3.26 15, 61%:%
Transfer Emphasis 42.40 3.06 13, 86%%
Business Orientation

(High Cost) 96. 24 2.52 38. 19k

*p <.05
** p <. 01

degrees of freedom = 6/557

The last step in the analysis was to make comparisons among the

regional meeans. On each factor the Newman-Keuls method (Winer, 1962)
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was used to compazre all possible pairs of means. This procedure

seems to be the most satisfactory method currently available for making

""'post-hoc'' comparisons, such as were made in this study. The com- i

parisons of means are summarized in Table 5,
Discussion
The results shown in Tables 4 and 5 reveal that there are regional
differences among junior colleges on all six characteristics., These dif-

fer« r es may have important implications for counseling, for research,

and . or planning for future junior colleges. 3 The differences, and some
of their implications, are summarized below. .

Cn the Cultural Affluence, or Private Control factor the main trend

seems to be for colleges in the Great Lakes states and in the Far West to :
be lower than colleges in other regions. No doubt this results in part
from a general emphasis in these states on public education. It is also

vossible that junior colleges in these regions have modeled themselves

after state universities, or have sought an identity of their own, rather

than imitating private liberal arts colleges.

1he major trend on the Technological Specialization facter is for

colleges in New England and in the Southeast to be lower than colleges in
other regions. This trend may be related to different conceptions of the

role of the junior college, and a de-emphasis of vocational training

3In this connection, it should be noted that approximately 200 junior
colleges have been established since American Junior Colleges (Gleazer,
1963) was published, At the present time, no source of comprehensive in-
formation about the characteristics of these colleges is available,
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related to community occupational needs, or to general social conditions

such as a predominance of agriculture over industry in much of the South.
This general picture may change, therefore, as a result of such changes
in American society as increasing industrialization of the South.

The major trend on the Size factor is for colleges in the Far West

to be larger than colleges in other regions. Colleges in the Great Lw<es
states and in the Southwest and Rocky Mountains states als‘o tend to be
relatively large. It is interesting that this pattern does not follow very
closely the distribution of population in the country. This suggests that
sociological or political factors, rather than need, may have produced
this pattern with the result that the various regions of the country may not
offer students equal opportunity for junior college education. The strong
tendency for colleges in the Far West to be very large results mainly from
the pattern of higher education in California, which, of course, results in
turn from a carefully thought-out plan for coordinating junior colleges
with other institutions of higher education.

On the Age or Conventionalism factor, colleges in the Southeast,

Southwes* and Rockies, and Plains states are high while colleges in the
Far West are low. A number of trends, no doubt, produced this pattern.
Many of the Negro junior colleges in the South are quite old (as junior col-
leges go), although in many cases they were not established as two-year
colleges. Such colleges are also unlikely to be very innovative because

of socio-political conditions in the South. Similarly, many of the junior

colleges in Calilornia have been established very recently. In New England,
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the region where many of the oldest and most traditional four-year-.col-
leges zre located, the junior colleges are only average on this factor.

On Transfer Emphasis, colleges in New England and in the Mideast

are extremely low, with few significant differences among other regions.
This tr2nd no doubt results from the fact that higher education in these

two regions is dominanted by a few private, affiuent, and prestigious
four-year colleges and universities. These institutions are highly selec-
tive in admitting freshmen, and in general have little interest in admitting
transfer students at the junior level. Also, it may be that other regions

of the country (particularly the Midwest) offer much teacher training in
junior colleges, while in New England and the Mideast such training is
more 1estricted to four-year teachers colleges. Such different patterns

of teacher education and accreditation may, in part produce the relatively

low score on Transfer Emphasis for New England and the Mideast.

‘The major trend on the Business Orientation, or High Cost factor is

for cclleges in New England, the Mideast, and the Great Lakes to be

much lhigher than colleges in other regions. It is probable that High Cost

is a better title for thiz pattern than is Business Orientation. It is also

probable that these differences merely reflect a general pattern in higher
educaiion in the various regions, and that much the same pattern would
have heen obtained if the cost of =:tending four-year colleges had been
consiclered.

The implications of this study {or ressarch appsar obvious. if a

researcher wishes to investigate general trends in junior college education,

Lerwsr il
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he should be careful to sample representatively from the various re-
gions of the country. It appears that obtaining a sample in only one
region is not a convenient shortcut to overcome the difficulties of ob-
taining a national sample, since different results would probably be
obtained from a sample of New England colleges .han would be obtained
from a sample of F'ar West colleges.

Similar implicatic;ns for student counseling can be drawn from
these results. Such counseling should, of course, be based on the
characteristics of the particular junior college under consideration. The
results of this study, however, do provide a useful general orientation,
and do suggest important matters that should be considc—i;;ed in the coun-
seling process. For example, if a student wishes to obtain technological
training, the counselor probably should give him different advice if he
lives in the Southeast than if he lives in the Far West. Similarly a stu-
dent aspiring to the bachelor's degree but wishing to economize by
attending a local junior college for the first two years while continuing to
live with his parents probably should receive different advice depending
on whether he lives in New England or in the Plains states.

Finally, these results may provide clues to needs of students or
of society that are not being fully met by existing junior colleges in any
given region of the country. Such needs might be given special considera-

tion in planning for new junior colleges in that region.
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Estimated Factor Scores for Junior Colleges1
Cul- Techno- ‘ Busi-
tural logical Transfer ness
Afflu- Speciali- Em- Orien-
College ence zation Size Age phasis tation
Alabama
Daniel Payne College 6 3 3 7 4% b
The Marion Institute 6 8 4 7 5 4
Sacred Heart College 9 4 6 4 8 6
Snead Junior College 6 4 5 8 6 5
Walker College 6 5 5 5 8 5
Alaska
Anchorage Community College 5 5 6 1 5% 5% 4
Juneau-Douglas Comm. College 3 4% 3 1 5% 6%
Ketchikan Community College 5 3% 1 2 4% 5
Palmer Community College 54 5 6% 3% 3% 5%
Sitka Community College 5 3 1 1 2% 5%
Arizona
Eastern Arizona Junior College 4 5 6 8 5% 6
Phoenix College 3 5 9 4 8 6
]
Azrkansas
Fort Smith Junior College 5 7 6 6 7 5 {
Southern Baptist College 7 3 3 6 3 4
California
Allan Hancock College 4 B 7 5 5% 4%
American River Junior College 1 6 8 2 4% 5
Antelope Valley College 5 6 7 4 4% 1
Bakersfield College 2 5 8 6 6 6
Barstow College 5 6 5 1 3 1
Cabrillo College 5 4 5 3 3 3
Cerritos College 3 6 8 2 9 4
Chabot College 5 5 6 .3 5 3
Chaffey College 4 5% 8 3 4x 3
Citrus College 5 6 8 4 5 2
City College of San Francisco 7 5 9 5 5 5
Coalinga Junior College 5 5 6 4 5 4
Cogsw. .1 Polytechnical College 8 9 1 7 1 2
College of the Desert 4 5 7 3 5% 8
oilege of Marin 3 % 8 7 9 5
College of San Mateo 7 5 9 6 5 5

1An # indicates that the mean score was substituted for one or more missing
variables in the computation of the factor score.
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Junior College “actor Scores--Page 2

College Cult. Tech. Tir. Bus.
Affl, Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.,

California continued

College of the Sequoias
College of the Siskiyous
Compton College

Contra Costa College

Deep Springs College
Diablo Valley College

Kast Los Angeles College
Il Camino College

Foothil. College

Fresno City College
Fullerton Junior College
Glendale College
Grossmont College

Hartnell College

Imperial Valley College
Lassen College

Long Beach Gity College
Los Angeles City College
Los Angeles Harbor College
Los Angeles Metropolitan Coll.
Los Angeles Pierce College
Los Angeles Trade-Tech College
Los Angeles Valley Junior College
Menlo College

Modesto Junior College
Monterey Peninsula College
Mt. San Antonio College
Napa Junior College
Oakland City College2
Oceanside~Carlsbad College
Orange Coast College
Pacific College

Palo Verde College
Palomar College.

Pasadena City College
Porterville College

Reedley College
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Riverside City College 3% % % A&
Sacramento City College 5
San Benito College3 6

2Now separated into two colleges, Merritt College and Laney College.

3Now Gavilan College,
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Tunior College Factor Scores--Page 3

Cult, Tech Tfr. Bus.
College Affl, Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.
Jalifornia continued
San Bernadino Valley College 3 € 9 3 4 3
San Diego Junior College 1 7 9 4 5% 5
San Joaquin Delta Junior College 4 5 8 5 6 4
San Jose City College 5 6 9 4 5 5
Santa Ana College 4 6 8 5 5 4
Santa Barbara City College 4 5 6 5 5% 2
Santa Monica City College 2 6 9 4 4 3
Santa Rose Junior Ccllege 4 5 8 8 5. 4
Shasta Junior College 5 5% 7 5 4% 5%
Sierra College 3 6 6 6 4 3
Southwestern College 5 7 6 2 5% 3
Taft College 4 5 6 5 8 3
Vallejo Junior College 5 5 6 5 5 3
Ventura Gollege 4 7 8 8 3 4
Victor Valley College 5 6 5 2 2 4
Yuba College 5 6 8 5 6 3
Colorado
Mesa College 4 5 7 8 7 5
Northeastern Junior College 4 7 5 7 7 2
Otero Junior College 7 5 4 7 7 5
Rangely College 5 5 1 4 5% 6
Trinidad State Junior College 5 7 6 8 5 2
Connecticut
Hartford College for Women 7 1 3 4 2 9
Hartford State Tech Institute 3 9 2 6 2 5
Junior College oi Connecticut 6 4 9 4 8 - 8
Manchester Community Gollege 5% 5% 5% 3% 5% 6%
. Mitchell College 6 6 5 4 4 49
New Haven College 6 8 6 3 2 8
Norwalk Community College 3 4 3 1 4% 9
Norwalk State Tech Institute 2 9 4 2 2% 5
Quinnipiac College 6 3 6 5 4 9
Silvermine College of Art 7 2 1 5 2% 4
Delaware
Wesley College 6 4 4 6 4 8
District of Columbia
Immaculata College of Washington 8 3 4 6 3 7
Mount Vernon Junior College 8 1 3 7 5 7

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




Junior College Factor Scores--page 4

Cult. Tech. Tir,
College Affl. Spec. Size Age Emp.

lorida
Brevard Junior College
Carver Junior College4
Central Florida Junior College
Chipola Juaior Ccllege
Daytona Beach Junior College
Edison Junior College |
Florida College -
Gibbs Junior College
Gulf Coast Junior College
Hampton Junior College
Indian River Junior College
Jackson Junior College
Johnson Junior College
Junior College of Broward County
Lake City Junior College and
Forest Ranger School
Lake Sumter Junior College
Lincoln Junior College
Manatee Junior College
Miami-Dade Junior College
North Florida Junior College
Orlando Junior College
Palm Beach Junior College
Pensacola Junior College
Roosevelt Junior College
Rosenwald Gomm, Junior College
St. Johns River Junior College
St. Petersburg Junior College
Suwannee River Junior College
Volusia County Comm, Jr, Coll,
Washington Junior College
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Georgia

Abraham.Baldwin Agr, College
- Andrew College

Augusta College

Birdwood Junior College
Brewton Parker College
Columbus College

Emmanuel College

L Emory at Oxford
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Junior College Factor Scores--Page 5

Cult. Tech., Tfr. Bus.
College Afil. Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.
Georgia continued
Georgia Military College 6 7 3 4 5 3
Gordon Military College 6 3 3 5 5. 3
Middle Georgia College 4 7 6 7 4 4
Norman College 7 4 5 6 7 5
Reinhardt College 6 4 5 6 8 4
South Georgia College 5 4 5 8 7 7
Southern Technical Institute 5 9 5 5 1 4
Young Harris College 6 3 6 8 7 6
Idaho
Boise Junior College 5 6 8 6 5% 6
North Idaho Junior College 6 7 5 6 5 6

Ricks College

oo
w
~
oo
()
()

Ilinois | |

Belleville Township Jr. College 3 5% 7 2 7 5-

Black Hawk College 3 5 6 3 8 5

Bloom Township Comm. College 3 7 5 2 5 7

Canton Community College 3 5 4 2 4 2

Central YMCA Community College 8 3 6 1 4% 9%

Centralia Junior College 6 5 5 5 5 5

Chicago City Junior College .
Amundsen Branch 4 4. 6 1 6%
Bogan Branch 3 5 7 1 8 6%
Crane Branch 5 4 8 4 5% 6%
Fenger Branch 6 4 6 1 7 4
Loop Branch 5 4 7 1 5 7%
Southeast Branch 2 5 7 2 5 6%
Wilson Branch 5% 4 8 4 5 %
Wright Branch 4 5 9 5 5k

Danville Junior College 2 4 5 2 5

Elgin Community College 2 5 5 2 6

Freeport Community College 6 5 4 2 5%

Joliet Junior College 1 6% 7 5 5

Kendall College 9 4 3 6 5

La Salle-Peru-Oglesby Jr. Coll. 4 5 6 4 6

Lincoln College 7 4% 5 7 6

Lyons Township Junior College 2 6 6 4 5

Monticello College 9 1 6 8 7

Morton Junior College 3 6 7 4 6

Mt, Vernon Community College 2 5 3 3 5

St. Bede Junior College 9 7 5 8 ‘ 7

Southeastern Illinois College 4 2 2 3 4%
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unior College Factor Scores--Page 6

College

Cult. Tech.
Affl, Spec.

Size

Age

Tfr.

Emp.

Bus.
Otn.

linois continued
Springfield Junior College
Thornton Junior College
Trinity Christian College
Wabash Valley College

ndiana
Vincennes Univcrsity

owa

Boone Junior College
Burlington Community College
Centerville Community College
Clarinda Community College
Clinton Junior College
Creston Community College
Eagle Grove Junior College
Ellsworth College
Emmetsburg Comm. College
Estherville Junior College
Fort Dodge Community College
Grand View College

Keokuk Community College
Marshalltown Comm. College
Mason City Junior College

Mt. St. Clare College
Muscatine Community College
Ottumwa Heights College
Waldorf College

Webster City Junior College

Kansas

Arkansas City Junior College
Butler County Junior College
Central College

Chanute Junior College
Coffeyville College

Dodge City College

Donnelly College

Fort Scott Junior College
Garden City Junior College
Hesston College

Highland Junior College
Hutchinson Junior College
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JJunior College Factor Scores--Page 7

Cult. Tech. Tfx. Bus.
College Affl. Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.
lansas continued
Independence Community College 3 6 6 5 8 1
Iola Junior College 5 5% 5 5 4 5%
Kansas City Kansas Junior Coll. 3 5 5 7% 7 5
Miltonvale Wesleyan College 8 3 2 6 4 ~ 3
Parsons Junior College 6 5 7 6 5 3
Pratt County College 5 6% 4 5 8 3%
St. John's College 8 2 5 6 6 5
Kentucky
Alice Lloyd Junior College 8 . 3% 4 7 6 6%
Lees Junior College 6 4% 2 9 5 4%
Lindsey Wilson College 6 5 5 8 6 5
| Midway Junior Gellege 9 1 3 6 5 5
Paducah Junior College 2 5 5 4 5 6%
Southeastern Christian College 8 3. 2 5 8 3
St. Catherine Junior College 7 3 3 5 4 4% |
Sue Bennett College 7 4 4 8 6 3 y
Maine
Westbrook Junior College 6 1 4 7 4 8
r 1
‘ilviaryland )
Allegheny Community College 5 7, 2 3 4% 7 *
Anne Arundel Community Goll. 1 6 3 1 7% 8
Baltimore Junior College 3 5 6 3 5 8
Catonsville Community College 3 7 3 3 9 8
Charles County Comm. College 4 6% 4% 1 5% 6%
Essex Commurity GCollege 4 6 3 2 7 9
Frederick Community College 6 3 4 1 5 7
Hagerstown Junior College 5 5 5 4 7 6
i Harford Junior College 3 6 3 1 7 9
Montgomery Junior College 3 6 7 4 7 7T ]
Prince George's Comm. College 2 6 4 2 5 9
St. Mary's College of Maryland 5 2 4 7 3 5
Villa Julie College 7 1 2 4 1 6
Massachusetts
Bay Path Junior College 7 1 4 5 2 6
Becker Junior College 6 2 4 8 1 7
Berkshire Community Gollege 4 5 3 4 4 6
Bradford Junior College 9 2% 5 6 5 7%
Cambridge Junior College 9 4% 1 5 . 5 9
Cape Cod Community College 2 3 3 4 4% 9
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Junior College Factor Scores--Page 8

Cult, Tech.

College Affl, Spec. Size Age
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Chamberlayne Junior College
Dean Junior College

Endicott Junior College
Fisher Junior College
Franklin Inst. cf Boston
Garland Junior College
Greenfield Community College
Holyoke Community College
Lasell Junior College
iLeicester Junior College
Mass, Bay Community College
Mount Ida Junior College
Newton Junior College
Northern Essex. Comm. College
Pine Manor Junior College
Quincy Junior College
Wentworth Institute

Worcester Junior College
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Michigan
Alpena Community College
Delta College
Flint Commurity Junior College
Gogebic Community College
Grand Rapids Junior College
Henry Ford Community College
Highland Park College
Jackson Junior College
Kellogg Community College
Lake Michigan College
Muskegon County Comrn, College
Noxthwestern Michigan College
Port Huron Junior College
Suomi College
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Minnesota
Austin Junior College
Bethany Lutheran College
Brainerd Junior College
Ely Junior College
Eveleth Junior College
Fergus Falls State Junior Coll.
Hibbing Junior College
Itasca Junior College
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Junior Gollege Factor Scores--Page 9

. Cult. Tech,
| College Affl, Spec.

Size

Minnesota continued’
Rochester Junior College 5 6
Virginia Junior College
Worthington Junior College 3

(921
~ On

Mississippi
Clarke Memorial Junior Coll,
Coahoma Junior College
Copiah~-Lincoln Junior College
East Central Junior College
Gulf Park College
Hinds Junior College
Holmes Junior College
Itawamba Junior Gollege
J.P. Campbell College
Jones County Junior College
. Mary Holmes Junior College
Meridian Junior College
Mississippi Delta Junior College
Natchez Junior College
Northeast Mississippi Jr. Coll,
Northwest Mississippi Jr. Coll.
Pearl River Junior College
Perkinston College
Prentiss Normal & Ind. Inst.
Saints Junior College
Southeastern Baptist College
Southwest Mississippi Jr. Coll.
i T. J. Harris Junior College
~ Utica Junior College
Wood Junior College
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 Christian College

- College of the School of the

| Ozarks

Cottey Gollege

. Hannibal-LaGrange College

- Joplin Junior College
Junior Coll, of Flat River
Kemper Military School & Coll.
Metropolitan Jr. College of

Kansas City
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Junior College Factor Scores--Page 10

Cult. Tech. Tfr. Bus.
College Affl. Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.
Missouri continucd
Moberly Junior College 5 5 4 5 5% 5%
Southwest Baptist College 7 4 6 8 9 4
St. Joseph Juniox College 3 5 6 7 8 3
Stephens College 7 2% 8 8 5 7%
Trenton Junior College . 5 7 3 5 5 1
Wentworth Military Academy 9 7 4 8 4 8
Montana
Custer County Junior College 7 4% 6 3 5 1
. Dawson County Junior College 5 4 4 3 5
Nebraska
Fairbury Junior College 4 6% 5 5 7 4%
McCook College 5 5 4 7 5 5
Nozrfolk Junior College 3 5 4 6 5 2
Scottsbluff College 4 5 5 6 5 4
New Hampshire. ,
Colby Junior College 7 1 6 8 3 6
New Jersey ]
Centenary College for Women 7 3 6 8 5 8
Trenton Junior College 3 8, 5 4 4 5
Union Junior College - 5 7 6 4 4 7
L New Mexico
New Mexico Military Institute 9 7% 6 9 5% 5%
L 'New York
Adirondack Community College 4 5 4 3 5% 7
Auburn Community College 3 5 6 3 4 8
Bennett College 8 1 4 6 3 9
" Briarcliff College 8 2 5 6 3 7
Bronx Community College 7 6 7 2 4 7
Broome Tech Comm. College 4 7 6 4 2 6
Cazenovia College 7 1 4 6 3 9
Concordia Junior College 7 2 5 8 8 5
Corning Community College 5 6% 5 5 4 7%
Dutchess Comrnunity College 4 6 5 4 5 7
Elizabeth Seton College 9 1 3 3 4% 8
Erie County Technical Inst. 2 8 8 2 2% 6
| Fashion Inst, of Tech. 5 4% 7 3 1 6%
Hudson Valley Comm. College 2 8 6 5 2 5




Junior College Factor Scores--Page 11

Cult, Tech, Tfr. Bus,
College Affl, Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.

» -

New York continued

Jamestown Comm. College
Jr. GColl. of Packer

Collegiate Institute
Maria Regina College
Mohawk Valley Comm. College
Monroe Community College
Nassau Community College
New York City Community

Cecllege of Applied Art & Sci.
Orange County Comm. College
Paul Smith's College
Queensborough Comm. Collcge
Rockland Comm. College
Staten Island Comm. College
State Univ, MY Agr & Tech Insts

Alfred

Canton

Cobleskill

Delhi

Farmingdale

Morrisville
Suffolk County Comm. College
Voorhees Technical Institute
Westchester Comm, College
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North Carolina
Brevard College
Chowan College
College .of the Albemarle
Gardner-Webb College
Gaston Technical Institute
Lees~-McRae Junior College
Louisburg College
Mecklenburg College6
Mitchell College
Montreat-Anderson College
Mount Olive Junior College
Oak Ridge Military Institute
Peace College ,
Sacred Heart Junior College
St. Mary's Junior College
Warren Wilson College
Wingate College
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Junior College Factor Scores-~Page 12

Cult, Tech., Tfr. Bus,
College Affl, Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn,
North Dakota
Bismarck Junior College 3 5 4 5 6 5
Lake Region Junior College 5% 3 3% 6 4 2
North Dakota School of Forestry 6 4 4 7 4% 3
N. Dak., State School of Science 4 .8 6 9 3 3
Ohio
Ohio College of Applied Science 5 5 7 1 4%
Sinclair College 6 7 5 3 2 7
Urbana College 8 5 4 5 9% 7
Oklahoma
| Altus Junior College 3% 5 5% 4 9 2
Bacone College G 3 5 6 5 2
Cameron State Agric College 6 7 6 6 8 5
Connors State Agric. College 5 8 6 7 3 4
| Eastern Okla. A & M College 5 8 5 8 5 4
| E1 Reno Junior College 3 4 3 2 7 1
Murray State Agric. College 5 7 5 8 5 T,
Northeastern Okla. A&M Coll. 8 1 6 6 5% 4
Northern Okla. Junior College 5 5 5 7 5 - 4
Oklahoma Military Academy 7 7 6 7 3 5
Poteau Community Coliege 5 5 4 3 4 3
Sayre Junior College 2 3 1 4 4 1
Seminole Junior College 9 4 3 '3 4ok 1
St. Gregory College 9 4 4 5 5 7
Oregon
Blue Mountain Comm. Coliege B 5 4% 2 2% 4
Central Oregon College 5 6 6 2 5 3
Clatsop College 5 8 2 3 &% 5
Multnomah College 6 7 6 4 8 4
Oxegon Tech Institute 5 8 6 . 6 1 5
Portland Community College 2 7 7 1 2% 2
Southwestern Oregon College 4 7 5 2 4% 5
Treasure Valley Comm. College 5 3 4 2 4% 4
Pennsylvania
Eastern Pilgrim College 9 2 3 5 3 3%
Harcum Junior College 7 3 4 9 4 8
Hershey Junior College 6 5 6 6 8 6%
Keystone Junior College 6 5 5 6 6 8
Lackawanna Junior College 6 3 5 4 1 6
| Manor Junior College 9 2% 4 4 4 7%
Mt. Aloysius Junior College 8 1 5 6 5 6
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Cult. Tech, Tfr.,
College Affl, Spec, Size Age Emp.
Pennsylvania continued
Penn Hall Junior College 8 1 4 6 3
Pa State Univ, Cwth Campuses
Allentown Center 4 8 1 4 2% 5
Altoona Campus 3 & 5 3 4 6
Behrend Campus 4 8 4 6 5% 5
Berks Center 4 9 2 3 1 - 4
DuBois Campus 5 & 3 6 4 4
Hazelton Campus 5 & 4 6 4 3
McKeesport Campus 3 9 5 3 5 5
New Kencington Center 3 & 3 1 1 5
Ogontz Campus 3 7 6 6 5 7
Schuykill Campus 5 : 3 6 9 4
" Scranton Center 3 9 1 3 2 3
Wilkes-Barre Center 3 9 3 2 1 4
York Campus 3 9 1 4 1 4
Point Park Junior College 6 4 5 3 4% 8
Robert Morris Junior Callege 6 3 5 4 4% 7
Spring Garden Institute 6 9 4 1 1 6
Valley Forge Military Jr. Coll, 7 4 4 5 4 5
York Junior College 6 5 6 4 5 7
Rhode Island .
Roger Williams Junior College 6 8 3 4 3
Scouth Carolina
Anderson Junior College 4 2 5 5 4
North Greenville Junior College 6 5 5 7 7
Spartanbur: Junior College 6 3 4 7 3
Voorhees Uollege 7 4 3 8 4
South Dakota
Freeman Junior College 9 4 7 4
Presentation Junior College 6 1 3 5 5
Tenaessee
Cumberland College of Tenn. 6 3 4 5 9
Freed-Hardeman College 7. 4 6 7 4
Hiwassee College 6 6 6 7 5
Lee College 7 2 4 6 6
Martin College 6 5 5 8 4
Morristown College 6 2 3 6 3 -
Owen College 6 3% 3 3 4
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Cult. Tech. Tfr. Bus.,
College Affl, Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.
Texas
Allen Academy 4%
Alvin Junior College 5
Amarillo College 5
Blinn College % 5%
Cisco Junior College 5%

Clarendon Junior College
Cooke County Junior College
Decatur Baptist College

Del Mar College

Frank Phillips College
Henderson County Junior College
Howard County Junior College
Jacksonville College

Kilgore College

Liaredo Junior College

Liee College

Lon Morris College

Lubbock Christian College
Lutheran Concordia College
Navarro Junior College
Odessa College

Panola Colleg

Paris Junior College
Ranger Jjunior College

San Angelo College

San Antonio College

San Jacinto College

Schreiner Institute

South Plaius College

South Texas Junior College
Southwest Texas Junior College
Southwestern Assemblies

3
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of God College 8 2 6 6 5 4
Southwestern Christian College 9 2 3 4 5 3
Southwestern Union College 9 4 6 7 6 5
St. Philip's College 5 6 6 5 5 6
Temple Junior College 3 6 6 7 5 4
Texarkana College 3 5 6 6 4% 5%
Texas Southwest Cellege 3 7 8 6 5% 7
Tyler Junior College 3 5 7 6 8 4
The Victoria College 3 5 6 7 5% 5
Weatherford College 5 5 6 7 5 4
Wharton County Junior College 3 5 7 5 ' 7 4
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Cult. Tech. Tfr. Bus.
College Affl, Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.
Utah
Carbon College 6 6 6 6 8 5
Dixie College 6 5 6 5 9 5%
Snow College 4 5% 5% 4 4 4%
Vermont
Champlain College 7 5% 4 4 1 T%
Green Mountain College 7 1 5 6 5 8
Vermont College 6 1 5 7 4 7
Vermont Tech College 5 9 2 8 1 4
Virginia
Averett College 6 3 5 7 5 6
Bluefield College 6 6 5 8 9 4
Christopher Newport College '

of William and Mary 3 3 3 3 5% 5
Clinch Valley College of

University of Virginia 5 5 4 5 7 6
Danville Branch of VPI 2 7 3 5 3 8
Ferrum Junior College 6 5 5 9 5% 7
George Mason Col of U of Va 5 9 2 3 4 7%
Marion College 7 3 4 8 5 4
Marymount College of Virginia 6 1 4 5 5 8
Richard Bland College of '

William and Mary 5 5 4 3 4% 6
Roanoke Tech Inst, Div of VPI 4 9 1 3 2% 5
Shenandoah College 7 4% 3 7 5 5%
Southern Seminary Jr. College 6 2 4 7 5 6
Stratford College 7 1 4 6 3 5
Sullins College 8 1 5 9 4 6
Tech Inst, Old Dominion 5% 9 3% 5 1 3
Virginia Intermont College 7 4 6 8 5 6

Washington
Big Bend Community College 4 7 5 2 5% 5
Centralia College 4 6 6 7 8 3
Clark College 3 5 7 4 5% 5
Columbia Basin College 3 7 7 3 5 6
Everett Junior College 5 5 8 5 5% 6

~ Grays Harbor College 4 4 6 4 4 4
Highline College 3 6 5 2 5 5
Lower Columbia College 4 6 7 4 5 6
Olympic College 2 6 7 3 5% 4
Peninsula College 4 5 5 3 4% 3
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Cult. Tech. Tfr. Bus.
College Affl, Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.
| Washington continued .
Skagit Valley College 6 7 6 6 4 4
Wenatchee Valley College 3 & 7 4 4 6
Yakima Valley 6 & 7 6 7 4
West Virginia
Beckley College 6 5% 5 6 5% 5%
Greenbrier College 8 1 3 9 3 5
Potomac State Coll, of W.V.Univ. 5 4 6 8 8 6
l
Wisconsin
Concordia College 6 5% 5 6 5 7
) Milwaukee Inst of 1echnology 4 8 8 4 2% 5
. Milwaukee School of Engineering 7 9 6 6 2 6
. Univ of Wisc F.esh & Soph Ctrs _
l Fox Valley Center 3 8 3 5 4% 7
Green Bay Center 2 8 4 5 4% 7
. Kenosha Center 2 8 3 4 4% 7
| Manitowoc County Center 1 9 1 4 4% 5
| Marinette Center 2 . 9 1 4 4% 6
Marathon County Center 2 6 3 5 4% 7
Racine Center 3 7 3 6% 4% 7
Sheboygan County Center 3 9 1 5 4% 4
;
Wyoming
~ Casper College 2 4 7 3 5 3
. Goshen County Community Coll. 6 5% 2 5 3 4%
I Northern Wyoming Comm. Coll. 6 7 6 5 4 6
~ Northwest Community College 6 5 4 5 6 4
~ Western Wyoming Junior Coll. 5 5 3 4 5 1
[ Colleges which afe now Four-Year Golleges
. Pueblo Jr. Coll. (Colorado) 3 6 8 5 6
- Armstrong Collage of
| Savannah (Georgia) 2 6 6 5 5
i’ Georgia Southwestern Coll.. (Ga.) 6 4 6 8 5
~ Dordt College (Iowa) 6 3% 3 5 5
. Cumberland Coil. (Kentucky) 6 4 5 7 5
. Baltimore Coll. of Commerce (Md.J)5 4k 4 4 4%
Eastern College (Maryland) 5 4% 5 2 3
Spring Arbor College (Mick.) 7 3% 4 7 5%
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. Colleges which have Closed
!
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Cult. Tech. Tfr. Bus.

College Affl, Spec. Size Age Emp. Otn.
Colleges now 4-year continued
Concordia College (Minnesota) 7 2 6 5 9 5
Asheville-Biltmore College (N.C.) 5 6 5 5 5 7
Charlotte College (N.C.) 4 7 6 3 7 7
Wilmington College (N.C.) 3 5 5 5 7 6
Gwynedd-Mercy Coll, (Pa.) 7 3 5 3 2 6 |
Central Wesleyan Coll. (S.C.) 7 2 3 8 5 6

Collier-Blocker Jr. Coll. (Fia.) 4
Bethel College (K :ntucky) 7
Wessington Springs Coll. (S.D.) 9
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Note, =~Scores in this table are stanine scores. For a description of stanine scores see
J. P. Guilford's Fundamental statistics in psychology and education, New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1956, p. 503.
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